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Hi,

I would have to say that this is generally a very well written document!  Definite kudos are in order for the
 Mountain Whisper Light! 

At some points, it still may be possible to edit use of colloquial language (e.g. "the rates that are buried
 amidst the general run of rates..." might be changed to:  "More commonly observed rates..." or "The most
 commonly observed rates falling in the middle of the FCR distribution.)

I am also wondering if this current analysis should potentially be used to revise the rates employed in the
 EPA Framework.  It might be appropriate to sit down and discuss the methodologies used for the
 Framework and those employed in Nayak et al.'s current analysis.

I have a few comments, most of them are minor editorial concerns.

(See attached file: Nayak 7_22 Draft Lon Comments.docx)

Regards,

Lon Kissinger
Toxicologist
Office of Environmental Assessment, Risk Evaluation Unit
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Mail Stop:  OEA-095
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Comments, Statistical Analysis of National and Washington tate Fish Consumption Data (draft of 7/22), Lon Kissinger, 11/2/12



3, Results:  For the US populations in Table E-1, was there any categorization of the data used for analysis based on the habitat of species consumed (i.e. estuarine, marine, freshwater)?



5, Table E-1:  Clarify the meaning of the “*” after the “harvested” designation associated with the API study.



6:  Do other sources exist that demonstrate that fish consumption is generally higher in coastal vs. non-coastal states?  If so, it should be emphasized that the U.S. general population data may underestimate fish consumption in Washington.



10, Table 1:  Is it correct that the Suquamish Tribe data were derived from published tabulations?  The memo utilized in EPA’s Framework was derived from the original data.  This appears to be noted on page 26.



13, EPA dietary analysis methods:  Suggested edit:  “…in a nominally non-fish dish that would generally be considered to contain no fish.”



13, EPA dietary analysis methods:  Editorial:  “probably originates”



16:  Editorial:  “nominally ostensibly”



16:  It is interesting that the rates seem to cluster in a range around 100.  This is the range that one would expect for one or two six or eight ounce meal(s) (170 to 226 g) (340 to 452 g).  In my view this substantiates that national data are very much reflective of meal size.



21:  Provide citations for lognormal nature of fish consumption distributions, such as: 



Ruffle, Betsy; Burmaster, David E.; Anderson, Paul D.; Gordon, Henry D. 1994.

Lognormal Distributions for Fish Consumption by the General U.S. Population

Risk Analysis 14(4):395-404



29:  Editorial:  “extended”



29, 3rd paragraph on the page:  Is the point that the rates are useful but must be utilized with the knowledge that variability and uncertainty should be kept in mind when they are used?



29:  Editorial:  “All of the reported weights have weighed are utilized in…”



30:  It might be useful to state that the national survey was specifically designed to get at per capita consumption, not estimation of upper percentiles.



30, 3rd paragraph on page:  It would be helpful if additional descriptive detail could be added regarding the particulars of the simulation.



32, Does National Data Represent Washington State:  As noted previously, it would be helpful to seek out references to fish consumption rates in coastal vs. non-coastal states as surrogate data to evaluate whether national data including non-coastal states may underestimate Washington’s consumption rates.



33, Strengths and Limitations, 3rd paragraph:  The Tulalip or API data could be used to evaluate how different results would be if g/day were computed using an individual respondent’s body weight vs. multiplying g/kg/d by the mean body weight of the study population.



53, Appendix 4:  It would be interesting to use g/day computed using the respondent’s body weight and group level fraction harvested from Puget Sound.  This might have better utility in interpreting the CRITFC adjustment.  It appears that the CRITFC data are in g/day already, and are derived using individual respondent weights.


